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Comnriiiion indicated that a primary goal was to ensure that 700 MHz public safety operations are 
protectrJ Iron1 harmful interference from commercial systems in adjacent bands."' Because the 
occurrence and rmerity of interference incrwhes as an interfering sourcc comes spectrally closer to a 
recei\er'\ assigned frequencies, the ('ommission was particularly concerned about the effect of 
coiiinietcial operation\ o n  ad,j;icent public safety narrowband systems."' To address one form of 
iiitcrfcrence to public safety systems ~ receiver overload'"' ~ the Commission established the 700 MHr 
Cu;trd Rands hetween commercial and public safety spcctnini. The Commission also adopted it package 
of  stringent interference protections modeled on the interference standards used for the 700 MHz public 
u l e t ?  spectrum5"" Specificall). the Commission required that operations in the Guard Bands must 
adhere to  the rigorous out-of-hand emission criteria-adjacent channel power (ACP) limits-used by 700 
MHr puhlic safer! operation~.5"' The Commission also required that spectrum users in  the Guard Bands 
cniplo). frequency coordination procedures in cooperation with 700 MHz public safety coordinators,i"' 
arid prohibited the tise 01 cellular architectures in the Guard Bands."q 

In their coninients, Access Spectrum/Pegasus and Arcadian argue that in  the event that 
thc Commission chooses to reconfigure the Guard Band A Block, the Commission should apply to the 
reconfigured A Blocks the same technical rules that apply to other commercial licensees.'"' Access 
Spi.c~rudPegasus argue that in  the case where Guard Band A Block transmitters are no longer next to 
public safety narrowband 
+I Olog P dB, and that. in order to protect public safety wideband and narrowband, A Block transmissions 
should he attenuated to at least 76 + IOlog P dB, in a 6.25 kilohertz bandwidth for base stations, and 65 + 
lolog P dB for mobile units6"' According to this proposal, which assumes that the A Block is adjacent to 

361. 

transmitter power should be attenuated out-of-band by at least 43 

\ , , I  
1:l~per 700 IMH: Nr - . s r  Repori arid Or-der. I S  FCC Rcd at 490 41 33 

Although Ciltering is used to niinimirc interference, no receiver filter can confine emissions to a specific channel; 
sonic $gals d l  inevitably "spillover" into nearby spectrum. Compounding the prohlem, public safely narrowband 
receivers often are not sufficiently selectivc to reject undesired signals that may he present under these conditions. 

Overload (also known as receiver or Iron[-end overload) is an informal term describing siluations whcre a 
receiver is exposed to very strong signal levels leading to a loss of receiver sensitivity. 

S C P  Upper 700 MNz Second Repon mid Order-, 15 FCC Rcd at 5307 'I 16. The Commission reasoned that 
applying the same out-of-band emissions limits in hoth the Guard Bands and the public safety hands will provide the 
s a n e  effective technical interference protection i o  public safety users as users of public safety equipment provide to 
lhelllsCI\eS. Id. 

5 4  
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47 C.F.R. 5 27.53 

Frequency coordination permits Guard Bands and public safety operators to select frequencies that are as fa! 

i t , -  

iYD 

Sriim one another as possible. 

""'See U j ) p ~ r -  700 MH: Secorid Report U J I ~  Order. 15 FCC Rcd at 5308.09 Yi¶ I X-19. 

Access SpcctruinlPegasus 700 MH: Furrher- "lorire Cummrnts at 17; Arcadian 700 MH: Further Noricr Reply 

Although Access SpectrudPegasus's argurncnl was made in the context of the alteinativc Access 

b l Y l  

Cunlments at 9. 
/,,,, 

SpcctrumlPegasus proposal (Priiposal 3). it can similarly he applied in (he context of a reconfigured A Block placed 
helwccn thc commercial C and D Bloch,. 

""' Access Spectrum/Pegasus 700 MHz Furrker- Norice Comments at 17-19, Access SpectrumIPegasus propose that 
pply OOBE limits as recomniended in WT Docket No. 06-169 by Access SpectrudPegasus and the 700 MHz 

Tcchnical Working Group. See r7r Pure  from Ruth  Milkman, Counsel for Access Spectrum, LLC and Kathleen 
Wallman, Adviser to Pegasus Communications Corporation, to Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary, FCC in WT Docket 
Nos. 06-1 69 and 96-86 (filed Jan. 26, 20071 1Secorid Reporr of the 700 MHz Technical Workiriy Group or Secund 
7"'c Rrnorf).  
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thc Public Safety Broadband allocation. 4 Block licensees would need to meet the 76 +IOlogP/65+101ogP 
altetiu;ttioii rcquircnieiit either I or I .S megahertz into the puhlic safety broadhand block depending on 
M liether the ~otnmtssion pel-mits widehand operations in the public safety broadband spe~trum.~"' 
14cic1s Spcctrunl/Pegam\ argue that h> applying these emissions limits. the Commission would promote 
puhlic-pri\ate partnerships. ;IS well a\ adcquately protect public safety spectrum from interference.6"' 

Discussion. Because the reconfigured Guard Band A Block wi l l  now) be located at 757- 
758/787-7S8 M H r  between the Upper 700 MHr Band C and D Blocks, and wi l l  no longer be adjacent to 
public safety narrowband spectrum, we conclude that i t  i s  n o  longer necessary to apply the ACP 
emision, criteria to the A Bluck. Instead, we wi l l  apply OOBE limits, which are consistent with 
emission limit5 ;tpplicablc to the C Block. Thus. A Block licensees are required to attenuate out-of-band 
b) at least 33 +lolog P dB. Further, as explained above, we continue to believe that we should continue 
t u  apply heightened out-of-band einissiotis criteria in order to provide adequate protection to public 
d s i i b .  Therelire A Block traiismitter po.::er m ~ ~ t  be attenuated to a! !east 76 + IOIog P dBj in a 6.2.5 
kilohertz bandwidth for base stations at 763 MHz, and 65 + lolog P dB for mobile ilnits at 793 MHz. We 
agree with Access Spectrum/Pegasus that reconfiguring the public safety block and applying OOBE rules 
that are consistent with those applicable to the C Block wi l l  help to promote more efficient use of the 700 
MHz Band and could lead to the combined use of multiple spectrum blocks for the provision o f  
hroadband services."' We find that the OOBE limits we are applying here are readily achievable by the 
A Block licensees, yet wi l l  provide appropriate out-of-hand protection to other Upper 700 MHz 
operations. Accordingly. we wi l l  no longer require the reconfigured A Block licensees to comply with 
the ACP litnits set forth i n  Section 27..53(d) of our rules. 

362. 

263. Frequrr11.y Cuordirlutiort arid the Cellular Architecture Pruhibitiun. In addition to 
imposing the more stringent OOBE limits, the Upper 700 M H z  Secorzd Reporr arid Order required that 
guard hand users employ frequency coordinaticin procedures in cooperation with 700 MHz public safety 
coordinators, and prohibited the use o f  cellular architectures in the Guard Given the elevated 

k c c s s  SpectrunilPegasus 700 MH: Fur-rher Norice Comments at 19. Specifically. in the event that wideband <,,I? 

operations are permitted, Access SpectrumPegasus recommend that the 76 + lolog P/65 t lolog P attenuation 
requirement hegin I megahertz inside the public safety spectrum, or 7641794 MHz, respectively. Access 
SpectrumlPegasus state that. in the event that we do not permit widehand operations in the public safety broadband 
hlock. we should require A Block liccnsecs LO meet the 76 + lolog P/65 + lolog P attenuation requirement 1.5 
megahertz inside the public safety broadhand hlock. i.e. 764.Y794.5 MHz, respectively. Access SpectrutnPegasus, 
hon'ever. do not provide a basis Sor this difference. 

ki. 

.See Access Spcclrum/Pegasus 700 MH; Furrhrr No f i re  Comments at 17. 

Srr Upprr  700 MH; Srcortd Reporr and Order-. 15 FCC Rcd at 5307-08 'j 17. The Commission noted that the 
significant interference problems arising lront the ad,jacency of 700 MHr commercial and public safety spectrum are 
further compounded hy the conflicting network architectures typically employed by public safety narrowband 
irpcrations and cumnterciai systems. Cellular systems. by design, are composed of large numbers of base stations 
uithin a relnti\cly small geographic area. Public d e t y  systems. on the other hand, are typically composed of high- 
powered base stations operating at a few s i tes  that provide coverage to a large geographic area. This mix of network 
archilecturcs olten result in an interference scenario-sometimes referred to as "near-far"-that arises when a 
cellular system operates i n  close priiximlty to a public safety system. In the near-far scenario, interference occurs 
where a public safety mohile/portahle unit receives a stronger signal from a nearby, adjacent channel commercial 
bax statiun raiher than from thc desired, distanl public safety transmitter. The Commission found i t  necessary to re-  
hand the 800 MHz hand to resolve this type of "near-far" interference, which. in that band, was "caused by a 
fundamentally incompatible mix of two types of communications systems: cellular-architecture multi-cell systems- 
used hy ESMR and cellular telephone licensees-and high-site non-cellular systems-used by public safety, private 
wireless and some SMR liccnsccs . . . ." See 800 MH: Report arid Order, I 9  FCC Rcd at 14972-73 ¶ 2. 

6 \ 1 2  
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r i \ h  01 receI\?r o\erloed intei-fcrcncc to public safety posed by the Guard Bands' adjacency to 
narrowband cpxation\. the Commis\ion felt tliat i i  was advisable to provide a proces  through which a 
(iuard Hand\ licensee and a puhlic safety licensee could select operating frequencies that are as far from 
one irnother as pos\ihlc, thereby niinimi7.ing the risk of harmful interference to the public safety 
operation.""' The Commission concluded that frequency coordination was an essential requirement for 
Gu;ird Hand\ user\ given the spectral proximity of public safety operations.'"' Further, because the 
Comrniwion required wch Crcquency coordination, the Commission restricted operation in the Guard 
Hand\ t o  entities that do not use cellular Yystem architectures.hUL) Interference between public salety 
iiperalions and hystems using similar ;irchitectures- e.h... high-power base stations providing coverage to 
;L large geographic area-can generally be rewlved through the required frequency coordination without 
niuch difficulty. Sytenih employing cellular architectures, however, create a high density of potential 
interference sources l o  public safety The Commission concluded that attempting to remedy 
wch interference wiiiild he ii complex, difficult task of coordinating frequencies between each 
coniiiiei-cia1 hase station, and rhc various public safety systems operating in the area.":' The Commission 
therefore prohibited the use of cellular architectures in  the Guard Bands spectrum. 

coordination requirements,h" and Access SpectrudPegasus and Arcadian argue that the prohibition on 
cellular architecture should be removed.''3 Access SpectrudPegasus assert that deployment across the 
700 MHz Band will likely be low-site, low-power systems, and that maintaining the cellular architecture 
prohibition will prevent the deployment of next-generation broadband operations, including any network 
that may he shared with public safety operations.6" Because the reconfigured Guard Band A Block will 
n o  longer be located adjacent to public safety spectrum, we find that it is no longer necessary to apply our 
frequency coordination requirement, and, consequently, our prohibition against cellular architecture with 
respect to A Block licenses. We helieve that continuing to apply such rules would interfere with the 
ability of licensees and other users of A Block spectrum to deploy broadband service, enter into 
arrangements with other 700 MHz commercial entities, as well as prevent any efficiencies or economies 
of scale that may result from network sharing. Accordingly, we will no longer apply Sections 27.601(d) 
and 27.2(b) to reconfigured A Block licenses.'15 

operating in the Lower and Upper 700 MHz Band commercial spectrum is I kW ERP.6i6 Base stations in 

264. Accehs Spectrud'egasus argue that we bhould no longer apply the stringent 

265. Rernord ofthe 746-747MHz  A BIock C u r d  Bund. The power limit for base stations 

700 MHr Guard Barids Not ie .  2 I FCC Rcd al I042 I yi I8  b8l: 

<>,IS /(/. 

I'hc Commission defined a cellular system architecture as "one where large geographic service areas are 
segmented into niany smaller areas or cells, each of which uses its own hase station, to enable frequencies to hc 
rcuscd 31 relatively short distances." Upper 700 M l i z  Secorid Report arid Order, 1.5 FCC at 5306 yI 14 n.34. 
The Commission noted that its dclinilion is similar to that established i n  41 C.F.R. yi 22.99. ld. 

"" / i f .  ill 53(JX-OY yI 1'1. 

!,'I,, 

('I Id 

Access SpectrumlPcgasus 700 MH: Frirrlwr Norice Comments at 20. 

Access SprcrrumIPegasus 700 MH: Further- Nor ice  Comments at 20; Arcadian 700 MH: Further Notice Reply 

I&: 

' I ,  i 

Comments at 0 .  

See id h l J  

""See 47 C.F.R. $$ 27.2(h), 27.601(d) 

" ' " S e e  47 C.F.R. $$ 27.50(h), (c). 
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thr Lamer 700 MHz Haiid. howcver. may operate at power levels up to 50 kW EKP provided they meet a 
powcr flux density (PFD) limit of 3 mW/ni' on the ground within I kilometer of the s ta t i~n. '~ '  Through 
the use of this  PFD limit, a transmission from a 50 kW ERP base station would appear, to an adjacent 
hxnd recci\cr operating i n  the \icinity of the base station, like a transmission from a I kW ERP base 
h t ; i t i m  operating uithout a PFD constraint. I t  i \  therefore unnecessary to retain the A Block Guard Band 
;it 746-747 MHz to shield Upper 700 MHz Band C Block operations from interference from high power 
operations allowed in the Lower 700 MHz Band C B l o ~ k . ~ ' ~  Moreover, if the winner of the 22 MHz 
Upper 700 MHr Hand C Block were conccined about potential interference from higher power operations 
i n  the adjacent Lowcr 700 MHr Band C Block despite the PFD limit, it would have more than ample 
spectrum to cmploq an internal guard hand.""' We a l ~ o  note that the 746-747 MHz Guard Band was not 
adoptcd. as Ericsmn implies. "to create a buffer between incompatible [commercial] spectrum blocks."h"' 
Kather. the Commission allocated the Guard Bands "to ensure that the public safety bands are protected 
from interference.""' and i t  placed a I-megahertz block at 746-747 MHz "to allow for a paired block" 
arc hi tecture ,h'2 

(ii) Treatment of Reconfigured B Block 

Background. While the reconfiguration of the Upper 700 MHz Band and placement of 
the Guard Band A Block hetween commercial spectrum blocks permit us to liberalize the technical rules 
iipplicable to A Block licensees, similar relaxation of technical requirements for the reconfigured Guard 
Band B Block is not fcasible as i t  remains adjacent to public safety narrowband spectrum. We received 
no comment supporting additional flexibility for future operations in the reconfigured B Block in  this 
context. 

266. 

267. Discussion. We find that it would not be prudent to make any changes that would 
introduce the possibility of increased interference to adjacent public safety operations. Because all 
existing Guard Band A and B Block licensees, with the exception of grandfathered PTPMS I1 licenses 
discussed below, are voluntarily repacking their spectrum into a new A Block, the reconfigured B Block 
allocation will be vacant for the time being. Any future operations in the Guard Band B Block will 
continue to be bound by our existing Guard Bands technical rules requiring frequency coordination and 
prohibiting the use of cellular system architectures. These continued technical restrictions on the B Block 
can be fully taken into account as the Commission considers future uses for the block. We will, however, 
create additional flexibility by providing operations in the reconfigured B Block the option of employing 
either the existing ACP limits set forth in Section 27.531d) of the Commission's rules, or the same OOBE 
limits used by other commercial licensees to protect public safety, i.e. 76 + IOlog P dB per 6.25 kHz for 
base stations, and 65 + IOlog P dB per 6.25 kHz for mobile units."' 

Src 37 C.F.R. $ $  27.SO(c). 27.55(h) 

Sec  AT&T 700 MH: Furrlirr- Norice Comments at 5 

SCP Veriron Wireless 700 MHz Furthei- Norice Comments at 16 (removal of A Block Guard Band at 746-741 
MHL "can he undertakcn without crcating new interference to coiiiinercial users, because the C Block is increased in 
s i x ,  to 22 MHr, allowing for some of the spectrum to he uscd for an 'internal guard hand."'); see nlso AT&T 700 
MH:  Furrhr  Notice Coninients at 5 n.5 ("it is critical that the Upper 700 M H r  C Block license be allocated 1 1  M H r  
I?  x 5.5 MHz)  so as to provide the licensee with the capahilily of utiliLing an internal guard band"). 

'"" Ericsson 700 MH: Furrhrr Noricr Cornmenis at 20. 

"" Upper 700 MH: Fir.\r Repori arid Order. 15 FCC Rcd at 49 I 'fi 31 

<, , - 
,,I& 

,,I i 

By permitting B Block licensees the option of complying with the 76 + lolog P/65 + lolog P attenuation 
requirement. we resolve the issue identified in the 700 MHz Guard Band., Notice with respect to the appropriate 
(cirntinurd. .  . . J  
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(iii) Treatment uIPTPMS I1 Licenses 

768. Backqround. A s  discussed ahove, PTPMS I 1  i s  not participating in the "repacking" o f  
incunibent Guard Bands licenses, and instead has chosen to retain i t s  licenses under the terms of their 
cunent :iiithnriz;~tions."" 

269. Dixussion. To ensure intwoperability in border areas with Canada we are modifying the 
PTPMS I 1  licenses by relocating i t s  Guard Band A Block license to 757-758 MHz and 787-788 MHz 
d o r i g  M i th the "repacked" Guard Band A Block licenses, and by shifting i ts Guard Band B Block licenses 
down I megahertz to  761-763 MHz and 791-793 MHz.'~' Although PTPMS I1 has elected to remain 
under the existing terms of i t s  license$. we conclude that, for purposes o f  regulatory parity, we should 
apply to thc PTPMS II A Block the same technical rules that wi l l  apply to the reconfigured A Block 
licenses. As noted. the new spectral position o f  the A Block between the commercial Upper 700 MHz 
B;ind C and I) Blocks makes it no longer necessary to apply stringent Guard Bands technical rules to such 
Iiccnscs. Becaux the PTPMS I I  A Block \\ill be situated similarly to the reconfigured A Block 
operations. \%e find ihat i t  i s  in the public interest to apply the samc technical rules. 

allocation in two markets. We continue to find i t  necessary to ensure that public safety operations remain 
free from harmful interference from commercial systems. Accordingly, we conclude that the existing B 
Block technical rules continue to apply to PTPMS 11's B Block licenses given their adjacency with public 
d e t y  spectrum. We note thal although the PTPMS I1 B Block licenses wi l l  occupy the same spectrum as 
the D Block in tvm markets, ~ ' e  do not have the same concerns regarding interference by the D Block 
hecause the D Block wi l l  operate in concert, and share facilities, with the Public Safety Broadband 
Licensee pursuant to the 700 MHr PubliclPrivate Partnership discussed in this order. 

270. The PTPMS I 1  B Block licenses, however, wi l l  remain adjacent to the public safety 

(iv) License Terms 

27 1. Background. I n  the 700 MH: Report arid Order, we revised the license terms for non- 
Guard Band commercial spectrum in the 700 MHz Band from January I ,  2015 to February 17, 2019.626 
We did not, however, apply to the Guard Bands the same revised license term.627 

Discussion. In light o f  the changes we are making to the Upper 700 MHz band plan, we 
find that revision to the license term with respect to the reconfigured Guard Band A Block i s  appropriate 
in order to provide regulatory parity with other commercial licensees and to provide A Block licensees 
k i t h  a reasonable opportunity to deploy systems under their revised technical rules. Accordingly, the 
license terms for the A Block licenses, including the PTPMS I1 A Block, shall extend to I O  years after the 
end o f  the DTV transition, through February 17. 2019, and subsequent renewal terms w i l l  be I O  years. 

With respect to the incumbent PTPMS I1 B Block operations, however, we do not believe 
i t  i s  in the public interest to permit these grandfathered B Block licensees to operate indefinitely at the 
critical juncture between the public safety broadband spectrum and the D Block spectrum, preventing the 
latter lrom deploying a ubiquitous nationwide footprint. Therefore, we wil l  retain the existing license 
terms for the grandfathered PTPMS I1 B Block licenses, rather than extending them to match the other 
commercial licensees. Furthermore, we do not provide il renewal expectancy to the PTPMS I1 B Block 

ziriission l i r n i i s  thai Guard Band licensees should use for channel handwidths greater than 150 kHz. See 700 MH: 
Giiurif B a d ,  Nurice. ? I  FCC Rcd at 10428 ¶ 34. 

277. 

273. 

IContinued from previous page) - 

h?.l Ser supm Section 1II.A. 1.b.ii.a. 
,,I- ,(/ 
" ' " S P ~  700 MH: Reporr nrid Order. 22 FCC Rcd ill 8096 ¶ 84. 
f,2- 
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l i cenw>,  the tcrnis o f  which wil l  expire in 20 15 

3. Auctions-Related Issues 

a. Anonymous Bidding 

274. t kkeround.  In the 700 M H :  Furr/wr- Nor iw .  we sought comment on whether to use 
aiion)rnous bidding (or "limited information") procedures in the auction of new 700 MHr licenses, in 
order to deter anticompetitibc bchavior that niay be lacilitated by the release of  information on bidder 
it itei-est\ and 
interests and identities prior 10 the close of the auction.6'r Accordingly, the Commission could wait to 
make il ljnal decision regarding the inlormation procedures for the auction as part of the pre-auction 
process, in which specific procedures iirc adopted after seeking public comment on proposed auction 
deqigns. In prior auctions, the Commission has adopted procedures, made contingent on pre-auction 
'i>>es\wient> OF likely competition in the atictioii, for withholding public release until thc close of the 
auction of: (I) bidders' license selections on their short form applications; and (2) the identities o f  bidders 
p l x i n g  bids.'"' 

We noted in the 700 MHr F~irrher Norice that revealing all information during the auction 
process potentially may result in harms as well as benefits."' Those harms and benefits depend in pan on 
how licenses offered i n  thc auction wil l  be used. Accordingly, we expressly sought comment on whether 
the potential to use new 700 MHr Band licenses to create alternatives to existing broadband networks 
increases the benefits from anonymous bidding by making i t  harder for existing providers to identify and 
impede thc efforts o f  potential new entrants to win.632 We also sought comment on whether the lack of 
rcadily available technologies for use i n  the band, relative to existing broadband networks i n  other hands, 
reduces the potential benefit to bidders and the public o f  bidders using information about the identities o f  
other bidders to guess what technologies wil l  be deployed."' 

In prior auctions, the Commission has adopted anonymous bidding procedures and made 
final implementation o f  those procedures contingent on a pre-auction measure o f  the likely 
competitiveness o f  the auction. More specifically, the Commission has assessed likely competition in the 
auction based on the level o f  upfront payments, which establish the eligibility o f  auction participants to 
hid on licenses.62' The level of upfront payments roughly reflects the likely level of competition for 
licenses offered i n  the auction. Assuming other factors are consistent, a higher level o f  competition in the 
auction may reduce the potential for bidders to use bidding information in an anti-competitive manner. 
Consequently, we asked commenters to address whether we should make the use o f  anonymous bidding 

Current competitive bidding ru les permit withholding information on bidder 

275. 

276. 

~~~ ~ ~ 

h'' 700 hlHr Repcirr urd Order. 22 FCC Rcd at 8 151 n 246. 

!""4?C.F.R. $ 1.2104(h) 

'"'' 700 MM: Repor1 arid Order, 22 FCC Rcd at 8 153 7 247: see, c.8.. Auction of I .4 GHz Band Licenses. Schedulcd 
10s Fchruary 7. 2007, Notice and Filing Requirements, Minimum Opening Bids, Upfront Payments and Other 
Procedures lor Auction No. 69. Public Norice, 21 FCC Rcd 12393. nY[ 4-6 (2006): Auction of Advanced Wireless 
Scrviceh Licerises Scliedulcd for June 29, 2006, Notice and Filing Requirement, Minimum Opening Bids, Upfront 
Paymcnt and Other Procedures lor Auction No. 66. Public Norice. ?I FCC Rcd 4562. ¶¶ 140-157 (2006) ("Auction 
No. 66 Proedto.e.5 Pirhlic Notic.e"i. 

"" S P P  700 hlH: Firrrher Noric<~. 22 FCC Rcd at 8 I53 41 241: see also Aucriou No. 66 Procedures Public Norice at ¶¶ 
140- I??. 

' ' I  700 MH: Frrrfher Noliw. 22 FCC Rcd at XI54 1248. 
tl 2 ; 

hl.1 See. c ' . ~ . ,  Aurriori NO. 66 Pr(icedures Public Norice, 2 1 FCC Rcd at ¶ 142. 
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in tlic 700 Mllz  auction contingent OII i t  pre-auction iissessniem oC likely competition i n  thc auction. in 
light of the hiilance of potential harms and benefits from releasing information on bidder identities and 
interests during the auction 0 1  neu 700 MH;. Hand 
appropriatc method of assessing likely competition i n  the 700 MHz Hand auction.h3h Finally, we sought 
cwnincnt o n  whether the use of anonymous bidding should be a factor in determining the final band plan. 
@ \ e n  the potctitial iniportancr of thc  hand and the band plan with respect to competition in broadband 
her! i c e .  

We further sought comment on rhe 

!> 1.' 

277. We received comments both in  support of atid in opposition to the use of anonymous 
bidding in the 700 MHz Band auctioii. Conmienters supporting anonymous bidding in responsc to the 
700 MH: Fiirfher Nofie  elaborate on argunlents made i n  this proceeding prior to the 700 MH: Further 
N o r i a .  Some parties have previouslq aserred that anonymous bidding for new 7UU MHz licenses is 
critical to promoting competiti\e entry in wireless broadband."3g In response to the 700 MH: Furflier 
,V,iri,.,,. wppnnrr.; contend that anonymous bidding would protect bidders against the possibility of 
rt%iliatory or  "blocking" bids.'"' Frontline asserts that the Commission should use anonymous bidding in  
the auction 0 1  700 MHz Band licenses because the benefits of disclosing bidding information will be 
limited hut thc harms will he substantial."" Google notes that anonymous bidding such as the 
Commission propose5 is "not uncommon" in cotnniercial auctions.'" Another commenter argues from 
his experience that anonymous bidding is necessary to "level the playing f ie ld  between large and small 
bidders.h" Verizon Wireless notes that "[ilmposing limitations on the release of bidder information prior 
to and during the course of an auction ensures that bidders will be appropriately focused on the licenses 
and their value. not on other bidders and their bidding strategies."64' In an attempt to buttress the logical 
and anecdotal arguments supporting anonymous bidding, PISC submitted studies by Gregory Rose that 

"" 700 M H r  Furrher Mifiw. 12 FCC Rcd at 8 IS4 41 248. 

Id. 

700 MH: FLirrher N o f i w  2 2  FCC Rcd at XI53 ¶ 246. PISC contends that the more licenses the Commission 
offers, thc greater tlic need for anonymous hidding, to thwart bidders using additional licenses to "signal" other 
bidder5 and to  protect new entrants attempting to aggregate a larger number of licenses. PlSC 700 M H z  Further 
Nofire Cr~minetirs ai 13-34. However. P I X  supports anonymous bidding generally, and does not make this position 
contingent o n  the hand plan adopted. In opposition, MetroPCS notes that the availability of multiple blocks in  the 
band plan makes "blocking" bidding strategies more difficult to implement, thereby lessening any perceived need 
for anonymous bidding tu protect against such strategies. MetroPCS 700 MHz Funher Norice Comments at 47-48. 
Whilc this observation suggests that the need for anonymous bidding may he less for band plans with larger number 
(it. hlocks. MetroPCS opposes anonymous bidding generally, and does not make this position contingent on the band 
plan adopted. 

P I X  April 3. 2007 t r  Parte Comments in PS Docket No. 06-229 and UT Docket Nos. 06-150.05-21 I, 96-86 at 
Letter froni Harold Feld. counsel to Media Access Project, to Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary. FCC, Ex Parte in 
. Docket No. 06-150 (filed Apr. 19. 2007) (contending that accompanying Affidavit of Dr. Gregory Rose 

demonstrates that thc open auctinii structure of Auction No. 66 permitted incumbents Lo engage in retaliatory 
bidding'). 

Srr PlSC 700 MHz Further A'orit.e Comments at 30-34; Frontline 700 hIH; Fiurher- Norice Comments at 56; 
Goiiglc 700 MH: Further Notice Comments at 10: McBride 700 M H z  Furrhrr Notice Comments at 1 I ;  Verizon 
Wireless 700 MHz F'urf1;eicVorice Comments at 35-36. 

Froniline 700 M H .  I 'iirtlier Norirr Comments at S6. 

Google 700 MH:, Further Norice Comments a1 I O .  

McBridc 700 MIiz Furrhr; Norice Comments al I I 

Verizim Wircless 7/10 MHz Funher Notice Comments al 16. 

6" 

h i X  
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pttrport IO demo i i s i r ;~ t~  that i i icumhznts engaged i n  retaliatory bidding and used strategies to b lock new 
el i t rant i  i n  Auction N o .  66, the recent Commi\s ion auction o f  A W S - I  licenses.hJ1 With respect to h o w  to 
~nrpleinent ~ i n o i t y i i i o i ~ s  hidding. several supporters contend that the use o f  anonymous bidding should not 
hc contingent on :I prc-auction aqsessment of l i ke ly  competition. PlSC contends that participants in 
;\iiction No. 66 nianipitlated the commiss ion 's  pre-auction assessment in Auct ion No. 66;'' whi le  
Ver izon Wireless contend\ ihat the assessment i s  insuff icient and potential ly subject to manipulation. 

hidder~."4'; These conimeiiters argue that smaller bidders rely on information regarding the identi ty of 

646 

278. A number o f  conimcnters contend that anonymous bidding wou ld  disadvantage smaller 

PlSC 7WO Mfl: t i i r t l w r  h'oti(.r, Comments. Att i lch B, C. We do not find that the Rosc studies support the claims 
i i i i i dc  h) PISC. To suppurt the claim of  retaliatory hidding, Rose applies procedures used by Cramton and Schwartz 
t i 8  \tud) an earlier auction and identilich less than two-tenths ofonz percent or the hids placed i n  Auction No. 66 as 
"~c la l ia ior )  ." PlSC 700 MH: Fu,~flw!. N o r i ~  Conirncnt~, Attach. B ill 7-9. The C I a ~ i ~ t u n  and Schwartz study. 
t i i ~ w c ~ c r .  relicil heavi ly on "code hids" t,i help focus the search for likely retaliatory hids. Cramton, P. and J. 
Sdiwi l r t~ .  "Collusibe Bidding in FCC Spectruni Auctions," Corrr,-ihurions to Ewnoniic Analysis and Policy I:] 
l311o?J ~"Cr [ r i i t t ~~ t i  otid Schwai%-"). Auction No. 66 did not permit bidders to customize bid amounts to place "code 
hicis." PlSC 71)(J MH: Fiirrrlier Notic<, Coniments, Attach. B at 8. As a result. Rose's application ofthe Cramton and 
Schwart/ n~ethodology tu Auction No. 66 i s  less likely to produce ieliable results. I n  addition, unlike the Cramton 
and Schuam study. Rose does not control for alternative hypotheses before making conclusions about the effects of  
retaliatory hidding on the auction outconie. Cianirori und Schnarr: at 9. In  his siudy, Rose finds 3 1 retaliatory bids 
hut does not identify thc hidders placing those bids or whether they are incumhents. PlSC 700 M H z  Further Notice 
Cimricnts. Attach. B at 8 .  Ahsent such information, the study does not demonstrate i t s  claim that incumbents 
engaged in retaliator) bidding. Moreover, Rose finds no instances of  reialiatory bidding in the REAG block, which 
appear.; to hc incomistenl mith claims in the study that incumhents directed their efforts at denying a national 
h i t p r i n t  to Wirelcsh DRS. which hid primarily in the REAG hlocks. Id. at Y. 

'10 argue that bidders in Auction No. 66 engaged in blocking behavior, Rose presents pages of  "challenge rates," 
without defining how the rates are calculated. PISC 700 MHz Further Norice Comments, Attach. C at 6-9. Without 
ii hasic definition, i t  i s  impossible 10 determine whether the numbers are meaningful. Rose asserts that a higher 
zh;illenge rate indicates blocking behavior. Houever, a more careful investigation of the bidding activity behind 
hume of  the highest rates of challenge suggests nothing irregular. For example, Cellco bid against Command 
Connect, LLC,  six times in rounds 121-132 on the Louisiana-? (CMA 456) license, which is adjacent to an REAG 
licensc on which Cellco was the provisional winner. This behavior earned them an unusually high challenge rate of 
8.884 (compared to challenge rates generally between 0 and - I ) .  Id. ai 8. Atlantic Wireless hid against NTELOS 
only once. but this single hid somehow earned a very high challenge rate of 4.2286. Id. at 16. These examples 
underntine claims that challenge rates capture any meaningful information, especially i n  the absence o f  information 
on hou the rates arc derived. Given these and other shortcomings i n  the Rose studies, the studies do not 
dcmonstrate that incumbents engaged in retaliatory and hlocking bidding behavior io deter entry in Auction No. 66. 

mihunderstanding o f  the pre-auction application process and the Commission pre-auction assessment of competition. 
PlSC speculates ihat "[hlecausc the Cornmission allows parties to correct imperfect applications, parties wil l ing to 
Iron1 'durnni) bidders' to drive up the ratio have the opportunity to game the system with precision. After the initial 
application round, the parties fronting dummy bidders wi l l  correct a sufficient numher o f  applications to ensure that 

~ 3 5  happencd in the AWS auction -.just enough hidders qualify to trigger the open bidding rules." Id. Contrary to 
PISC, the Commission has not hased ihc use o f  anonymous hidding on the number o f  qualified applications but 
rather on the total amount o f  upfront paymenis received from qualified bidders. And while the Commission affords 
applicants an opportunity io  correct ihe data submitted i n  applications, there i s  not an analogous opportunity to 
"correci ' upfront payments. Thus. contrary to PISC. the Commission's procedures do not enhance the ability of any 
party to "game" the s>rtern. 

, 1 1 1  

I'ISC 700 MH: Firrrher Notice Comments at 13. We note that P I X ' S  theory appears premised on a t , l i  

Veriron Wireless 700 MI/: hrrrher Nurice Comments at 37-38. 

.See USCC 700 MH: Further Norice Reply Comments at 16-1 X (citing comments filed in opposition to 

6 4  

61- 

anonymous bidding), Prior to the 700 MH:, Further- Notice, one party contended that smaller auction participants 
(continued.. . .)  
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~itlier piirties placing bids to iisscsh the likel) post-auction market, with respect to tcchnologies likely to he 
d c p l o y l  and potciitial p;irtnership\ with other liccnsees, and to provide sufficient assurances to their 
financiers regarding imrket  valuation\,"" K I G  notes that bidders are subject to other sanctions for  the 
;inti-competitive beha\ior that anonymous bidding seek5 to prevent.'"' MetroPCS states that i t  relie5 on 
information regarding parties interested i i i  particular markets to assess its ability to differentiate itself 
from potential competitors i n  a market."'" Seberal opponent5 01 anonymous bidding deny any inference 
t h x t  their bidding in past auctions was motivaled by "blocking" strategies."' 

ptocrdures. i n  the a r n t  that the Commission employs anonymous bidding. Alltel proposes that the 
Commission should disclose rouiid-by-round changes in the bidding eligibility of auction participants.'" 
IISCC proposes that the Commission make the use of anonymous bidding contingent on a prc-auction 
awssmeri t  o f l i k r l y  competition based on the eligibility ratio, as i t  did i n  Auction No. 66.b'3 Further, 
liSCC contends that the eligibility ratio of 3.0 used in Auction No. 66 was unnecessarily high and should 
hc lowered to 2.5.h'4 

280. 
wried if the upcoming auction of 700 MHz Band licenses for which we establish service rules today is 
conducted using anonymous hidding procedures. We further conclude, based on the current record, that 
implementation 0 1  anonymous bidding procedures during the upcoming auction of new 700 MHz Band 
licenses should not be contingent on a pre-auction measurement of likely competition based on an 
eligibility ratio. We find that the record in this proceeding indicates that implementing anonymous 
bidding procedures will reduce the potential for anti-competitive bidding behavior, including bidding 
activity that aims to prevent the entry of new competitors."' The Commission has delegated to the 
Wireless Bureau authority to establish auction procedures based on comment solicited shortly prior to the 
atiction."'" Consistent with that authority, we delegate to the Wireless Bureau the discretion to adopt 
specific procedures implementing these conclusions, taking into account the further record developed 
during our standard pre-auction process for establishing auction procedures and the possibility that 

tContinued from previous page) 
nin? encounter difficulties with financing i f  the Commission withholds information during the auction. See Letter 
from George Y. Wheeler. counsel tu United States Cellular Corp., to Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary, FCC, Ex Parte 
i n  WT Docket Nos. Oh- I so. Oh- lh9.9h-8h,ns-265. and 00-139, and PS Docket No. 06-229 (filed Mar. 27,2007) at 

279. A fen opponents of anonymous bidding suggest revisions to the Commission's 

Discussion. Based on the current record, we conclude that the public interest will he 

7 
I .  

S e r  USCC 700 M H z  Fur-ther- Notice Reply Comments at 16-1 X. 

U'I'G 700 MHz Further- Nurice Comments at 14- 15: USCC 700 MH: Further Notice Reply Comments at 17. 
KTG also speculates that larger hidders will have sufficient resources to analyze available bidding information and 
deterinine hidder identities. leaving smaller bidders at a relative disadvantage. R l G  700 MHz Furrher Norice 
C:omnicnts at 9: USCC 700 MH: Further Norice Reply Comments at 17. 

"" MctroPCS 700 M H r  Further Notice Comment5 at 41 ("MetroPCS might decide to continue bidding at a higher 
per pop pricc i n  this market. as comparcd 10 movins to a lower cost market containing new entrants with business 
phns  less distinguishable from that of MeiroPCS.") 

I,,* 

hl', 

Srr USCC 700 MH: Further Notice Reply Comments at 18-i9 & n.37 (summarizing comments by Aloha, I;< i 

,A'f&T. MetroPCS, and SpectruinCo). 

Alltel 700 MFk Fur-[her Noricr Comments at 9 - l L  

USCC 700 Mlk Further Notice Reply Commcnts at 16. 

USCC 700 MHr Furfl?e,- Notice Reply Commcnts at 17. 

As discusscd earlier. we do not rely on the Riise studies as a basis for this conclusion. 

n l ?  

*< : 
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;Iltcrnati\e license5 may be offered at auction iis described below. 

281. As the Cotnrnission noted prior to the AWS-I auction (Auction No. 66). in the years 
sincc the Commission's biniiiltaneous multiple round auction design was developed, economists have 
obw\ed .  as a potentid dravback to disclosing information, that bidders could use the information 
rcvcaled o\cr the multiple. round\ to sigiial each other and inrplemcnt a division of the licenseh at louer 
than markei prices. :ind in somr ca~es. to retaliale apinst competing bidders.". Since some types of 
sigiiding arid roordinared bidding are \cry Ixird t ~ i  detect in auction data, making i t  difficult to pursue 
enfurcement actions after wch alleged activity has occurred, i t  i s  important to reduce the potential for 
such co l lus ive  bidding behavior to occur i n  the f irst place, in circumstances in which u'e believe collusion 
i s  niost likely to occur. In addition, it i\ important to reduce the potential for anti-competitive unilateral 
behavior, such as retaliatory bidding, uhich may be used by incumbents to foreclose new entry into a 
market. even when there i s  a significant level of competition in an auction. The potential for these types 
o i  ;111ti-Loi~.,pSiiiiii bidding bchavior i i gre-ter when an auction offers multiple, substitutable blocks o f  
Iiccnses for sale, uhen license prices are expected to be relatively high, and when the auction outcome 
may have a significant effect on post-auction market structure. Given that the auction o f  new 700 MHz 
Band licenses i s  likely to meet these crieria. the potential harm from both coordinated and unilateral 
behavior that i s  facilitated by iull iniormation on bidders' interests and bidding behavior appears likely to 
outweigh the benefits. We note that the Commission has successfully conducted bidding using 
procedures to limit disclosure o f  certain information on bidder interests and identities prior to the close 01. 
the iiuction.b5Y 

Although some potential bidders may find information regarding bidding by other parties 282. 
useful, on balance this benefit likely i s  substantially outweighed by the enhanced competitiveness and 
economic efficiency of the auction that wi l l  result from withholding public release o f  certain information 
about bids and bidder identities pnor to and during the upcoming 700 MHz Band auction. We disagree 
with those commenters that contend that use o f  the information outweighs potential anti-competitive uses 
of bidding information to deter or exclude new entrants. Given the inherent uncertainties regarding future 
technologies that may be used in the 700 MHz Band, we conclude that the benefit to some bidders of 
having detailed inlormation regarding bidding by others cannot outweigh the potential anti-competitive 
use o f  such information. The potential benefit o f  knowing the identity o f  other parties placing bids for 
particular licenses appears likely to be less i n  this auction than in past Commission auctions, in light of 
the early stage of development with respect to new services i n  these frequencies.bs9 We are not persuaded 
by USCC's contention that such uncertainties only heighten the importance o f  bidding information.660 
Uncertainties regarding what market leaders and equipment manufacturers might do in this band after i t  i s  
licensed w i l l  not be substantially mitigated during the auction by information regarding the identities of 
parties placing bids. Moreover, bidding information during the auction i s  not the only source of 
int-ormation regarding technologies likely to be deployed in this band. Anonymous bidding does not 

"Auction of Advanced Wireless Services Liccnses Scheduled for June 29. 2006: Comment Sought on Rescrve 657 

Prices or Minimum Opening Bid5 and Othcr Proccdurcs." Public Notice, 2 I FCC Rcd 194, 799 (2006). 

Sre. e . ~ . .  "Auction of Broadhand PCS Spectrum Licenses Closes; Winning Bidders Announced for Auction No. 0's 

7 I :' Puhlir. Noric.e, 22 FCC Rcd 0237 (2007). The Commission also estahlished anonymous bidding procedures for 
IM-o other auctions (Auctions 66 and 69) cmtingcnl on a pre-auction assessment on the likely competitiveness of the 
iluctioti. Since the competitiveness threshdd was met in thosc two auctions, the bidding was conducted with full 
inliirniation disclosure between bidding rounds. We note that with respect to three ofthe lour auctions for which 
comment has licen sough1 on anonymous bidding procedures, there were no comments at al l  suhmitted on the 
anonynious hidding tssuc. 

PlSC 700 MH; Fiirrlit'r Nor;r.e Comments a1 32 

USCC 700 M N ;  Further Noficr Reply Comincnts at I 8  

6 %  
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"hlachout" al l  information about the plans of niarket leaders and equipment suppliers in 700 MHr, any 
nicw than bidding information provide5 ccrtain!y regarding what those plans ultimately wi l l  be. 
Furthermorc. even undcr anonymous hidding procedures, the Commission has disclosed the identity of 
pai-tic\ participating in  the auction.'"' Finally, v.c find Alltel's proposal to disclose round-by-round 
change5 in the bidding eligibilitq 01.auction participants to be inconsistent with our conclusions here. 

283. As indicated ahow, for sevcral reasons we also conclude that we should employ 
a!ionytiiou\ hidding pniccdures w e t i  i f  the pre-auction eligibility ratio indicates that competition in the 
auction wil l  he significant. First, anonymous bidding i s  unlikely to result in the loss of significant 
benefits from disclosing detailed bidding information during the auction, given that existing uncertainties 
make the likelihood oi i iny such benefits relatively low in this band. Second, even in an auction with 
many competitors. indibidual bidder5 s t i l l  could use retaliatory bidding unilaterally to block market entry. 
Finally, wc also note that the eligibility riltio is inherently a very rough measure o f  competition in an 
:~~c t i o i? .  35, !t 15 no? ~~!i!!~ua! !or a bidder tc 5ubmit an upfmnt payment and never place a bid or for a 
hiddcr to tail ti) ut i l ize the full eligibility i t s  upfront payment provides. Accordingly, we conclude that the 
Commission'\ final implementation of anonymous bidding procedures should not be made contingent on 
any pre-auction eligibility ratio assessment of likely competition in the auction. 

Band licenses and our recent experience with anonymous bidding in other auctions indicate that the 
Commission's statutory mandate\ under Section 309Cj)(3) of the Communications Act would better he 
served by adopting anonymous bidding procedures for the upcoming auction o f  700 MHz Band licenses. 
Such procedures should withhold from public release until after the auction closes any information that 
m:iy indicate specific applicants' interests in the auction, including information such as their license 
selections and the identities of bidders placing bids or taking other bidding-related actions, such as 
withdrawals. We further conclude that the implementation of anonymous bidding procedures in the 
upcoming auction of new 700 MHz Band licenses should not be contingent on the likely level of auction 
cornpetition indicated by pre-auction bidder eligibility. Accordingly, we direct the Wireless Bureau to 
propose and seek coniment on detailed anonymous bidding procedures for the upcoming auction of the 
700 MHz Band licenses consistent with these conclusions, including how anonymous bidding would 
impact a potential re-auction o f  one or more spectrum blocks if the reserve prices for the individual 
blocks are not met, and any additional continuation or alteration to the anonymous bidding rules 
neccssary to preserve the integrity o f  the subsequent auction. 

. .  

284. For all the above reasons, we conclude that the record regarding the available 700 MHz 

b. Declaratory Ruling on Anti-Collusion Rule Reporting Requirement 

To further our policy of preventing collusive behavior in Commission auctions, we take 
this opportunity to clarify by declaratory ruling and conforming textual edit the obligation that applicants 
in Commission auctions have to report any communications of bids or bidding strategies that are 
prohibited by Section I .2105(c)( I) of the Commission's rules.b6' Pursuant to Section 1.2105(~)(6), any 
applicant that makes or receives such a communication shall report such communication in writing to the 
Cmimission immediately, and in  no case later than five business days after the communication occurs.662 
A\ noted in the Commission's Order adopting Section I .2 I05(c)(6), the Commission cannot "take on the 
inipossihle task of screening all applicant conlmunications" and, therefore, "the responsibility for 

285. 

S p e  Auction of Broadband PCS Spectrum Licenses, 23 Bidders Qualified to Participate in Auction 71; Limited hh I 

Inti~rrnalion Procedurcb i o  he Ubed." DA 07-11)? I, Pi,blic Norice, 22 FCC Rcd 8347 (2007). 

(''" Sep 37 C.F:.K. $ I .210S(c)( I ). 

""'-17 C.F.R. f 1.2105(~)(6) 
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i i l imtiiying potentiall) iinauthoi-i/ed conimuiiications [muht fall] on auction applicants.""" The reports 
pru\ ided by applicants are ewnt ia l  to  the Commission's ability to enforce its rule. Absent such reports, 
p i i i t i e ~  might find i t  caxy t o  c\ade cntorcement for extended periods of time, and possibly altogether. 

Accordingly. the reporting requirement "obligate[s] parties to notify the Commission of 
comiiunications that appear to \'iolate the anti-collusion rule and to allow the Commission to determine 
whether a violation has occurred.'"h' Consistent with this purpohe, applicants have a continuous 
ohligation to make such reports extending heyond the five business days after the communication occurs. 
This dcclawtory niling, and the conforming modification of Section I .2105(c)(6), expressly state the 
wntinuing nature ofthis obligation. We t h u h  clarify that the Commission can and will enforce the 
ohligation so long as i t  remains unfulfilled. We emphasize the continuing nature of the duty to report to 
preclude any attempt to evade the obligation by waiting out the expiration of the statute of limitations 
applicable for the enforcement of forfeiture\"b" and to reinforce our ability to detect collusion, which is 
cri! icA to uur  zbiliry t o  enforce and thereby ili\courage collusive behavior in our auctions. 

286. 

C. Package Bidding 

287. Background. In  the 700 MH: Further Notice, we sought comment on whether to permit 
package bidding lor one or two Upper 700 MHr blocks in some proposed band plans in  order to facilitate 
liccnw aggregation providing a nationwide footprint of 1 1  - or 22-megahertz spectrum blocks.667 With 
package bidding, a bidder may place an all-or-nothing bid on multiple licenses, and thereby avoid the risk 
of winning less than all the licenses needed to justify its bid. For example, a bidder whose business plan 
i\ premised on realizing economies of scale may need to win a large number of licenses in  order to justify 
the bid that it would make if it could win all of them. The risk of winning less than all the licenses 
needed to support the amount of the aggregate bid is sometimes known as the "exposure problem." As 
noted in the 7 0 0 M H z  Report arid Order,  our current competitive bidding rules authorize the use of 
package bidding."" Consequently. no modifications to the competitive bidding rules are needed in order 
to conduct package bidding as contemplated herein. 

new 700 MHz Band licenses. Commenters that support package bidding contend that it is essential for a 
new entrant seeking to aggregate licenses and offer service n a t i o n ~ i d e . 6 ~ ~  AT&T asserts that "a bidder 
whose business model require, nationwide coverage to achieve adequate scale for new technologies and 
new devices may not be able to participate in the bidding unless package bidding is an option."670 The 4G 
Coalition notes that by increasing the range of potential bidders and competition for the licenses package 
bidding may enhance the Commission's licensing process, regardless of whether any of the ultimate 

288. Commenters are divided on the issue of package bidding for the upcoming auction of 

/\mendnreni of.Part I the Commission's Rules - Competitive Bidding Procedures, Seventh Report and Order-, oh  ! 

I6 FCCRcd 17546, 17554'j I S  (2001). 

I6FCCRcd 37546. I7554fl 15(2W1). 

""" St,r 47 U.S.C. $I .503(h)(6) 

"'- Sre 700 ,MI/: Furr/wr N,,rice. 22 FCC Rcd at 8 I34 yi 19 I (Band Plan Proposal 1, package bidding for 22 
mcgaherti REAG C Block); y[ 202 (Band Plan Priiposal 4, package bidding for I 1  megahertz REAG C Block and/or 
I I megahertz REAG or EA D Rlnckj.  X I19 1 206 (Band Plan Proposal 5 ,  package hidding for 11  megahertz C 
Block). 

.Aniendrnent of Pail I of the Commission's Rules - Competitive Bidding Procedures, Seventh Report and Order, hh i  

700 MH: Rqmrr m d  OrdPr. 22 FCC Rcd ai XOY I 1 69. 

See. e . ~ . .  Gnogle 700 M H :  F'iirtlier Norire Comments at 7-8. 

.47'&T 700 MHz Further Norim Conrrrzrnis al .?S 

hhr 

hW 

6;!> 
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l icensee\ use package bidding."' In addition, an exhibit to Frontline's comments observes that, absent 
packtge hiddirrg. the exposure prohlcm creatcs an opportunity for competitors t ~ \  block a would-be 
pack;ip.e hidder without actually competing for  all of the licenses in the package.'" In the event the 
Comnitssion adopts package bidding. ii few additional coninienters support package bidding in bands 
with \mall licenses." 

2x0. 

I; I 

Most conimenteru that c.>pposr package bidding contend that any form of package bidding 
M 1 1 1  disiid\antage bidder.. not hidding 011 packagch. Alltel contends that package bidding to facilitate a 
n;~tionivide package amounts to "pising away the spectrum on a nationwide ba~is.""'~ Others contend that 
the Commission's auction provides sufficient opportunities to assemble a nationwide footprint without 
peckape bidding.""' Finally. home cumnienter\ contend that the Commission does not have sufficient 
tiiiir to address outstanding deqign ihsues regarding an appropriate form of package bidding for the 700 
M H z  auction, particularl) if the Coin 

deui l \  of the auction design and raise concern5 based on their  assumption^.^'^ 
Discussion. Based on the current record. we conclude that package bidding with respect 

to licenses in the Llpper 700 MHz Band C Block would serve the public interest by reducing the exposure 
problem that might otherwise inhibit bidders seeking to create a nationwide footprint. Minimizing the 
exposure problem with package bidding should racilitate the entry o f  applicants whose business plans 
require the economies of scale that only can be obtained with nationwide operation. We anticipate that 
package bidding can be implemented so as to shield such bidders from a potential significant exposure 
problem. Importantly, we also anticipate that i t  can be implemented without imposing disadvantages on 
parties that wish to bid on individual licenses comprising the nationwide footprint. Thus. the use of 
package bidding for licenses in the Upper 700 MHz Band C Block facilitates direct competition between 
competing business plans. without predetermining the outcome or favoring one business plan over the 
other. 

applicants whose business plan5 require nationwide economies of scale is satisfied by providing package 
bidding solely with respect to licenses for the Upper 700 MHz Band C Block spectrum. The C Block 
provides applicants with 22 megahertz of bandwidth (comprised o f  paired 1 I-megahertz blocks), enough 

674 

ion elects to permit package bids on some. but not all, blocks of 
11 LL .._ nscs. ('li USCC and Veriron Wireless, in particular. make various assumption' about the potential 

290. 

29 I .  We further conclude that the public interest in minimizing the exposure problem for 

1G Coalition 700 MH: Firrrlier Norice Comments at 10-12 

Frontlinc 700 MH; Further Notice Commcnts. Exhibit I at 22-23 

Emharq 700 MH: Furfl ier Noti<.e Comnients at 5-7; Jee Alltel 700 MHz Furrher Notice Comments at 9- IO 
(otherwise opposed to package hidding generally, Alltel asserts that i f  used package bidding should be used with 
hlocks liccnsed by CMA). 

""' S e e  Aloha 700 MHz Further Notice Comments at 7-8: Blooston 700 MHz Further Notice Comments at IO: 
Cellular South 700 MH: Firrrher h'ori<.r Comments at 16; Leap 700 MH: Further Notice Contments at 9: MetroPCS 
7110 MH: Firrrlirr Norici. Comment? at 22: RCA 7@0 MHz Further Nritire Comments at 18; RTG 700 MHz Further 
N ~ i t k  Comments 21 16. 

( ~ 7 :  

( , 7 /  

A l l t e l  700 MH: Furrlrer Nolice Comments at 10 

SpectrumCo 700 MH: Further Notice Comments at 1 h: Verizon Wireless 700 MHz Further Notice Comments a1 

Vertzon Wireless 700 MH:. Furtlirr Norice Comments at 43. 

Verizon Wireless 700 MHz F;irthrr Norice Comments at 38-43 (objecting to the assumed details of a purporled 
"hyhrid" auction); USCC 700 MH: Funher Notice Comments at 14-16 (assuming that recently released experiments 
prt-sent al l  the pertinent details of a package bidding auction designj. 

b75 

I,.., 

7 Y :  IJSCC 700 MH: Firrrhrr Noticr Reply Comments at IO .  
/_.- 
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t o  cnahlc ;I ne\\ entrant to offer a wide range of yervice without any additional licenses. Limiting package 
hiddinf to Iiccnscs for C Block spectruni will prevent package bidding from deterring participation by 
bidden. i f  an!. that for mi) re&sion are completely unwilling to compete against package bids. The variety 
of hloch\ and Iiccn>c\ not suhject to package bidding provides bidders unwilling to compete with package 
hid. wit11 ;I wide arra) olopportunities.“”’ Finally. while i t  is in the public interest to enable bidders to 
iiiiiiinii%c tlieii-exposurc risk to ail cxtent consistent with other public interest goals, wc do not conclude 
that ue  need auction all 700 M H z  Rand licenses in  a nianner that minimizes the exposure risk. Although 
the) would he subject t u  wnie expowre risk, bidders seeking to aggregatc multiple licenses in other 

abwnce 01 pachage bidding. 
of 700 MH7. Band spectrum wil l  not be precluded from attcmpting to aggregate licenses in the 

292. Accordingly, we direct the Wireless Bureau, pursuant to its delegated authority and pre- 
auction proceu, to  propose and implement detailed package hidding procedures for the auction of the 
Lpper 700 MHz B m d  C Block licenses, taking into account the gods  wc have articulated for package 
bidding and the concerns raised in this record.”““ More specifically, the Wireless Bureau should propose 
an auction design that includes package bidding for the C Block licenses to facilitate the entry of a new 
nationwide competitor in that block. while not introducing undue difficulties for bidders on licenses in 
that block that do not desire a nationwide liccnse. The Wireless Bureau should also explore the use of 
package bidding for any blocks suhject to rc-auction in the event that a reserve price is not met. The 
Wireless Bureau, consistent with its delegated authority and pre-auction process, may revise its proposal 
prior to implementation in  the auction. In order to facilitate compliance with the statutory deadlines 
applicable to the auction of 700 MHz Band licenses, the Wireless Bureau has delegated authority to 
conduct an auction without package bidding for the Upper 700 MHz Band C Block licenses in the event 
that currently unforeseen difficulties make it  impracticable to implement package bidding for the C Block 
c~nsistent with the goals we have articulated here. Finally, consistent with our conclusions today, we 
dircct the Wireless Bureau to adopt procedures for the auction of licenses in other blocks of 700 MHz 
Band spectrum without the use ol.package bidding. 

d. “New Entrant” Bidding Credit 

293. Backmound. As discussed elsewhere, we have concluded that we should not restrict 
eligibility to hold any licenses in the 700 MHz Band based upon concerns about competition in the 
market for broadband services. As an alternative to limiting the parties eligible for new licenses in the 
700 MHz Band, we also sought comment on whether parties unaffiliated with incumbent wireline 
broadband service providers should receive a bidding credit on licenses in one or more blocks of the 
Upper 700 MHz Band spectrum.68’ Further comment was requested regarding how any such new entrant 
bidding credits should be coordinated with existing bidding credits for small businesses, Le. ,  should new 
entrant credits be cumulative or exclusive of small business bidding credits.68’ 

The possibility of granting “new entrant” bidding credits attracted far less comment than 
other issues relating to the auction of the 700 MHz licenses. Those parties that responded are divided on 
thc nerd for a “new entrant” bidding 

294. 

P I X  supports such a credit, while acknowledging 

( , i U  .. boiiple 700 MH:. Furrlicr Nofice Conirncnls ill 8 

’““J7 C.F.R. $ 5  0.131. 0.331 

lib' ‘00 MH; Fir~thrr  Norice. 22 FCC Rcd 31 XI44 71 221 

‘w -00 MU; t:urrlier Nofiw. 22 FCC Rcd at 8141 71 221 

Smne parties responded with alternatives appear to be beyond the scope of the 700 MHz Further Notice. Alltel 
proposed that rather than gram a credit to new entrants, the Commission charge incumbents a premium. Alltel 700 
MH: Farfller Norice Comments at 14; see also AT&T 700MHz Further Notice Reply Comments at 9, n.30 (arguing 
that thc pcrimum is beyond the scopc of the notice provided for by the 700 MHz Further Notice. WISPA proposes a 
(continued..  ..) 
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dilliculties i n  implementing onc."" Cioogle also supports such a credit, arguing that existing 
infrastructure give5 incumbents a material ad\antaxe against other competitors, regardless of their relative 
financial resourcch. Although Frontline itself does not advocate such a crcdit, a study it  submitted with 
i t \  com~~ients  doe\.""' f'inally, McBride also supports the idea of' such a credit, to "level the playing 
f idd.  

4 x s  

2%. In  115 comnieu(s, Wirefree Partners argues that the Commission should limit bidding 
ct-cdith to designated entities."' In its reply comments. AT&T opposed a neu' entrant bidding credit as 
poorl) defined. unsupported by the rccord. and inot necessary to serve the public interest.'" 

open issue of hou to define il "new entrant" i n  this context, we are not persuaded that we should grant a 
"iieu entrant" bidding crcdit lor 700 MHz Band licenses. Various aspects of the licensing process to be 
used for new 700 MHz Band liceiires will facilitate the entry of new service providers. First and 
foremost, the Commission will make available multiple license5 in each and every market. Moreover, the 
Laricd fcographic sizes of the licenses offered in this band. coupled with the large number of licenses, 
shiiuld offer new \entiires a variety of opportunities to provide service. In addition, we have directed the 
Wireless Bureau to develop a package bidding proposal to facilitate new entrants hoping to operate on a 
nationwide scale. Furthermore, we offer substantial bidding credits to small businesses, many of which 
m a y  he neu entrants in  the spectrum services market. In light of all these provisions, we are not 
persuaded that an additional "new entrant" bidding credit is necessary to serve the public interest. 
Google's observation that parties with existing infrastructure may have an advantage over other bidders 
does not. by itself, justify granting a bidding credit to parties without such infrastructure. Accordingly, 
we conclude that we do not need to compound the discounts already offered to small new entrants by 
existing designated entity bidding credits, or to offer large, nationwide new entrants significant discounts 
on their bids. 

296. III\cussioii. Particularly given the scant record on a "new entrant" bidding credit. and the 

e. Reserve Prices 

297. Backmound. In the Balanced Budget Act of 1997, Congress directed the Commission to 
prescribe methods by which to establish reasonable reserve prices or minimum opening bids for licenses 
subject to auction, unless the Commission determines that such reserve prices or minimum opening bids 
are not in  the public interest.'"' This statutory mandate creates a presumption that reserve prices or 
(Continued froin prcvious page) 
20 percent credit for existing hroadband scrvice providers, identified as parties filing FCC Form 477, that do not 
haw 'material rclationships" with a "large wireless carrier" or a "large cable operator," when hidding on licenses i n  
rural <:MAS. WISPA 700 M N I  Furtlier Notice Comments at 7-12; see also USA Broadband 700 MHz Further 
.Norice Rep/? Conmrerm at 3 (supporting WlSPA proposal). Whatewr merits such a targeted credit might have. il is 
not a\ a general neu entrant hidding credit. 

PlSC 700 M H z  Furrher Norice Comments at 35. 

Google 700 MH: Fui-rher Norice Comments at 9- IO. 

Frontline 700 MH: Further Norice Comments. Exhibit I at 23-25. 

McBride 700 MHr Fiirlhrr Nolice Commcnis at X. 

Wirefree Partners 700 M H ;  Further Norire Comments at 7-8. 

AT&T 700 MH:  FurtherNo:ice Cornnicnts at 9- IO (citing Wirefree Partners). 

b h l  

I,*5 

1lM 

,,hi 

l i X Y  

t l8' i  

""" Balanced Budge! Act of 1997, Pub. Law 105-33, I 1  1 Stat. 25 I (1997) (codified at 47 U.S.C. $309(1)(4)(F)). The 
Commission's competitive bidding rules have, since their inception, allowed for the use of reserve prices. See 
Implementation of Section 309jj) of the Communications Act ~ Competitive Bidding, PP Docket NO. 93-253, 
Second Report atid Order. Y FCC Rcd 2348, 2384m 206-07, 2187 7 224 (1994); 47 C.F.R. 5 1.21m(C) (1994- 
PrrscnlJ. 
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iiiinitiiiun hid5 are required.’”’ In  the past, thc Commission, as a general matter, has considered 
establishing publicly disclosed or undisclosed reserve prices, and has set publicly disclosed reserve prices 
i n  \otiie cases. during the process of establishing auction-specific proccdi~res.”~ In the Commercial 
Spectrunt Enh;mccnient Act,“‘” Congress mandated the use of a reserve price for the Commission’s 
iiuctiofi of Adbanced Wircless Services (AWS) spectrunl i n  the 1710-1755 MHz band to ensure recovery 
01 relocilti~n costs lor government incurnhent operators i n  that 

298. Discussion. We conclude that w’e should provide for separate aggregate reserve prices 
fot~ ciicli block of licfnseh to promote our statutory objective of recovering for the public a portion of the 
\slue of the public spectruni rewurce.”” If thc auction results for the licenses in any block satisfy the 
aggregate reserve tor that block, all licenses in the block will be assigned based on the auction results, 
subject to completion of the licensing process. including review of applicants’ qualifications. The 
scparate aggregate reserve prices should, taken together, reflect current assessments of the potential 
niarket valut of :his spcctruni based :in mrious factors including, but not limited to, the charac.teristics of 
t h i 5  band and the \aluc of other recently auctioned licenses. such as licenses for Advanced Wireless 
Services. 

299. We recognize that assigning 700 MHz licenses as promptly as possible will further the 
significant public interest in thc development and rapid deployment of new services and the timely 
recovery of a ponion of the public value with respect to the 700 MHr Band. Accordingly, in the event 
that licenses are not assigned because the applicable block-specific aggregate reserve is not met, we 
provide for a prompt auction of alternative, less restrictive licenses for the A, B, C, and E Blocks, subject 
to the samc applicable reserves. Our rules also provide for the possibility of re-offering the D Block 
license in II subsequent auction. Thib will maximize the likelihood that we can recover an appropriate 
portion of  the value of the public spectrum resource and license this valuable spectrum for new uses by 
Fchruary 18, 2009. when the spectrum is to hc clear of existing uses. 

Block-Specfic Aggr-egare Reserve Prices. In this proceeding, we have adopted a variety 
of provisions regarding the use of the 700 MHz Band spectrum to serve the public interest. As in any 
proceeding establishing service rules for licenses authorizing use of the public spectrum resource, we are 
obliged to consider and balance a variety of public interests and objectives. In addition, we are required, 
in  establishing the competitive bidding process for assigning the licenses to seek to promote the purposes 
specified in Section I of the Communications Act and a number of objectives. Among those objectives is 
the efficient and intensive use of the electromagnetic spectrum as well as the recovery for the public of a 
portion of the value of the public spectrum resource.6y6 

300. 

See Auction 01 800  MHr SMR Upper 10 MHz Rand; Minimum Opening Bids or Reserve Prices, Order, 12 FCC 

See. ex . .  Auction ofAd\anced Wireless Services Licenses Schedule for June 29, 2006, Notice and Filing 

hYl 

Rcd 16354. 163SXYl I I (WTB 1997). 
6Y: 

Requirements. Minitnun1 Opening Bids, Upfront Payments and Other Procedures for Auction No. 66, Public Notice, 
21 FCC Rcd 4562 (2006) (setting a publicly disclosed reserve price); Auction of Licenses i n  the 747-762 and 771- 
792 MH7. Band5 Scheduled f o r  June 1Y.2002. DA 02.260, Pubiir Norice. 17 FCC Kcd 21 17,2122-23 (2002) 
(scching comment on whether tu set a publicly disclosed or undisclosed reserve price). 

Commercial Spectrum Enhancement Act, Pub. L. No. 108.494. I18 Stat. 3986. Title I1 (2004) (codified in  

Id.. 5 20?(b) (Section ?03(h) amended Section 3090) of the Communications Act by adding at the end a nen 

by.: 

scattrrcd sections of Title 47 of the United States Code). 
h9J 

paragraph (15)). 

‘” 17 U.S.C. 5 309(j)(3)(C) 

See. e .g . ,  47 U.S.C. 5 3090)(3)(C) Xr (D). ,,%, 
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301. Consistent with this ohjectne.. Congress has required that when adopting regulations for 
conducting competitiw bidding, the Commi\sion shall prescrihc methods by which a reasonable reserve 
price w i l l  be required unless w e  determine that such a reserve price i s  not in the public interest. 
thehe circumstances, to saleguard against the possibility that various factors, including hut not limited to 
thc w r v i c z  rules u e  adopt today. might interfere with the recovery of a portion of the value of the public 
speitrunr resource, we conclude that the public interest requires il separate aggregate reserve price for 
each hlock of the 700 MH7. Hand licenses suh.iect to competitive bidding in the upcoming auction.b98 The 
r e \ i r v e  price\ wi l l  be in addition lo, and separate and apart from, any minimum opening hid amounts that 
niay be established for purposes of the upcoming auction. If the aggregate reserve i s  met for any block, a l l  
licenses 111 that block that receive winning bids will he eligible for licensing subject to the completion of 
our re\ ieu' of long-form license applications. 

697 In 

302. Giber1 the array o f  different conditions imposed on the licenses for different blocks, we 
recopi .x that bidders may pl 
applicable to that block even though interest in licenses in another block may be too low to satisfy the 
latter block's aggregate reserve. Block-specific aggregate reserve prices wi l l  facilitate licensing specific 
blocks hased o n  block-specific aoction results. We therefore direct the Wireless Bureau, pursuant to i t s  
existing delegated authorit), to adopt auction procedures that wi l l  enable licensing of specific blocks 
provided that the auction results satisfy the block-specific reserve prices. In this regard, we note that 
under procedures typical of Commission auctions, a bidder would he able to raise i ts  own provisionally 
winning hid(s) to attempt to satisfy the reserve price for licenses in any spectrum block. 

promoting the development and rapid deployment of new technologies, products, and services for the 
benefit of the public.6yy If there is sufficient interest in and value placed on licenses in a particular block, 
i t  follows that we should make every effort to assign those licenses, consistent with our other statutory 
objectives, including recovery for the public o f  a portion of the value o f  the public spectrum resource. 
We conclude that i t  i s  appropriate to assess interest in licenses in this context on a block-by-block basis. 
While licenses across some blocks have greater similarities than licenses across others, for example 
licenses for the A and B Blocks arguably are more similar than licenses for the A and C Blocks, each 
block is sufficiently distinct with respect to geographic license area, spectral location, spectrum 
bandwidth. and service rules, that it i s  appropriate to consider assigning licenses in each block based on 
auction results for licenses in that block alone. 

sufficient valuc on licenses in a particular block to satisfy the reserve 

303. Enabling licensing to proceed on a block-specific basis furthers our statutory objective of 

304. We direct the Wireless Bureau to adopt and publicly disclose block-specific aggregate 
r e s e n e  prices, pursuant to i t s  existing delegated authority and its regular pre-auction process, consistent 
with our conclusions. Given our intent that the reserve prices should maximize the possibility o f  
recovering an appropriate portion o f  the value of'the public spectrum resource while enabling licensing as 
promptly as possible, the Wireless Bureau should establish the particular amounts o f  the block-specific 
aggregate reserves by taking into account a conservative estimate of market value based on auction results 
for AWS-I spectrum licenses. For example, i f  we were to use the AWS-I auction results as a guide, the 

'"'- 47 U.S.C.  9 309(;)(3)(F) 

Puhlic/Privatc Partnership. 

""" See 47 U.S.C. $ 30Y(j)(3)(A) 

This includes the D Block Iiccnsc. which will he subject to various conditions related to the 700 MHZ i ' ih  
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Congrc%h. We hake iiri cxteiisivc record in response to  the 700 M H ;  F~o-rhrr Yorice and have no reason t~ 
belie\t: that funher proceedings would resul t  iii substant.ially d 
pl;m and tl ie \;iriou\ license conditions we adopt today. 

Our statutor) authorit) t o  provide for reserve prices enables us to withhold assignment o f  
l icenses s o  that they niay be offered again in the future under circumstances that wi l l  more effectively 
benefit the public.’”’ Accordinglq. ~ \ t ‘  establish a process to enable the assignment of alternative licenses 
it> moii iis posihle in the event that the relevant block-specific aggregate reserve price i s  not met when 
those licmses are first offered. Specifically, we wil l offer the more flexible, less conditioned licenses 
dt.\cribed belou in the A, €3, C. and E Blocks as soon as possible after the f i rst  auction.’(’‘ This wi l l  
address the possibilities that license conditions adopted today significantly reduce values bidders ascribe 
to  thosc licenses andlor have unanticipated negative consequences. Given the unique character of the D 
Block license conditions. we leave open the possibilities of reevaluating those conditions or of promptly 
c:f!ering th3t !icenw again iii i! siibscquent auction, in the event t l ie D Block-specific reserve is not met. 

We provide further below that the auction of alternative licenses shall be subject to the 

rent conclusions regarding the band 

107. 

308. 
saine applicable rcscrve prices as the initial auction of licenses. The Wireless Bureau has delegated 
authority, however, to determine the appropriate means of reapportioning the reserve associated with the 
C Block i n  light o f  our determination below to split the block into two should a re-auction occur. This 
iissiires both that any initial and suhsequent auctions wil l  be as similar as possible (other than with respect 
t o  particular license terms detailed belowi and also that the final assignment of the licenses wi l l  be based 
only on which licenses are able to  serve the statutory goal of recovering a portion o f  the value o f  the 
public spectrum resource fixed i n  advance o f  thc auction. I n  other words, we are balancing essential 
goals of assigning licenses on terms that serve the public interest, both with respect to service provided by 
licensees and recovery of value, rather than attempting to maximize revenue. In this vein, we note that, in 
light of all the relevant factors discussed above. we anticipate that the reserve price for the C Block would 
be approximately $4.6 billion. 

Perjonnuiice Rcyuirenwirs f o r  AItenzutive Licenses. As discussed in detail elsewhere, in 
order to  better promote access to spectrum and the provision o f  service, especially i n  rural areas, we have 
replaced the current “substantial service” requirements for the 700 MHz Band licenses that have not been 
auctioned with significantly more stringent performance requirements. We are adopting these rigorous 
requirements in an effort to ensure that licensees put this spectrum to use throughout the course of their 
license terms and their license areas. 

309. 

310. I t  is possible, however, that the geographic area benchmarks we adopt for the A, B, and E 
Block licenses might result in a reduction in the monetary value o f  the licenses, thus reflecting potential 
flaws in our determinations regarding the public interest value o f  the imposed conditions. We conclude 
that a failure o f  the auction results for the .4, B, and E Block licenses to satisfy the applicable block- 
specific aggregate reserve should result in a prompt offering o f  alternative licenses for the relevant 
hlock(s) that are subject to performance requirements with the population benchmark regime we have 
adopted for the C Block licenses. 

based on the extensive record in this proceeding that certain open platform conditions on the C Block 
licenses serve the public interest and that the conditions wi l l  permit licensee(s) to make effective and 

3 I 1. Chruiqrs ro Alteniuriw C Block Licenses. As discussed elsewhere, we have concluded 

”” See 47 L1.S.C. 5 109(j)(?)(F): 47 C.F.R. 4 1.2104(c); see nlso Auction of 800 MHz SMR Upper 10 MHr Band; 
Miniinuni Opening Bids or I k s e r w  Priceh. Order. I? FCC Rcd 163.54, 16158 ‘l ! I (WTB 1997). 

a11 licenses in one ofthosr blocks are not assigned because the auction results do not satisfy the applicable block- 
specific reserve price for thc licenses .,riginally ofkred. 

We provide here for altcmativc licenses in the A, B, C, and E Blocks of the 700 MHz Band only in the event that 701 
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c ,  C 2  

eliicient use ofthe qxctruni. Based on the record in this proceeding, we conclude that i n  the evcnt that 
iiuclion rewlts for  conditioned Upper 700 MHz C Block licenses do not satisfy the aggregate reserve 
price for  the C Block, we wi l l  offer tis soon ii\  possible licenses for the C Block without the open platform 
condition\. 

312. Siniilat-I), we wil l  modify the C Block band plan. In this regard, we note that Frontline 
Wirelt.ss contends that the licensing plan supported by Verizon i s  intended to discourage new entrants and 
coinpetitors that would not be interested in. or financially capahle of, bidding on KEAC licenses without 
package bidding.”” It maintains that the use of KEAG licenses would result in limited competition, with 
fe\v likely bidder5 other than Verizon and AT&T fnr such  license^.'"^ To provide different opportunities 
for the diftkrent mix o f  bidders, consistent with established auction procedures. that may be interested i n  
thi. unconditioned C Block licenses, we wil l reconfigure the bandwidth o f  the licenses, as set out in the 
Figure below. to create two paired blocks 01 6 and 5 megahertz each. which we w i l l  label the C I and C2 
tllocks. Further. we w i i i  iicense the Ci iilock based uii EAs and the C2 Block based on REA& We 
believe that i n  the event that the conditioned 700 MHz Band licenses are not assigned due to a failure to 
meet the resene price and that the open platform conditions are lifted, reconfiguring the band plan i n  this 
wuq wil l  serve the public interest by providing licenses under circumstances that may have more appeal to 
certain bidders. 

Ps B PS 
BB 7-43 ps B c, C? A 11: rs 

R B  N B  A D: 

C H . 6 0  

7 1 1  July 2 ,  2007 Letlrr Sroin Grrard J. Waldron, Covington & Burling LLP, Counsel to Frontline Wireless, LLC, 
v, ilh attached slide deck ”Verizon’s Spectrum Grab: Summary of Economic Arguments,” slides 10-13. 

id. 

Sre Frontline July 23. 2007 Ex Purrr letter at 2. 47 U.S.C. 5 30Y(j)(7)(A) provides that “[iln making a decision 

701 

70- 

pursuant IO Section 103(c) to assign a hand ofliequencies to a use for which licenses or permits wil l be issued 
pursuant to this suhscction, and in prcscrihing regulations pursuant to paragraph 4(C) of this subsection, the 
(cmlinucd., . . )  
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r~ ' ;~uc t io~ i  sceii;irio, hmcver, reflects our  dctei-mination that the cost ol'the open platform requirements to 
w irelcsh s e n  ice pro\ iders - cvidenced by the magnitude of t l ie  devalued bids - would reveal a significant 
prohlem ~ i t h  the requirements. such as ;L greater negative impact on network operations than we are 
prcdicting. A h  such, our assessment ol  the net public interest benefit of imposing these requirements (k., 
thc hencfit of fostering the development of innovative devices and applications vs. the potential negative 
c.l'l'cct\ on network opcrationri changes. We believe that these circumstances, ( i . e . ,  the failure of the 
i iuct ioi i  rehul ls fui- conditioned C Block licenses to satisfy the C Block-specific reserve price) are unlikely 
t i i  occur. Bot if they do, they provide sufficient evidence t o  conclude that we have weighed the public 
interc\t balance incorrectly, and that the cost ofthe open platform restrictions was too high - not because 
t l ie  auction would haw failed tO generate enough Federal revenue, hut because the low level of bidding 
ut iuld indicate inherent problems with operating a wireless system under this type o f  open platform 
regime. 
block sizes under the reauction scenario i s  based on our determination that it would serve the public 
interest b> providing different opportunities for the different mix o f  bidders that may be interested in the 
unconditioned C Block Ii~enses.'~~'' 

-m In addition. as indicated above, our decision to change the geographic xope  and spectrum 

3 14. D Block Licerise. With respect to the D Block, we have concluded that the public interest 
supports adopting unique service rulcs that wi l l  establish a nationwide 10-megahertz commercial license 
in the Upper 700 MHz Band D Block that wi l l  be awarded to the winning bidder once it has entered into a 
C(,nimission-approved Network Sharing Agreement (NSA) with the Public Safety Broadband Licensee. 
A h  detailed elsewhere, this D Block license wil l  require the commercial licensee to construct and operate 
a nationwide. interoperable broadband network to be used to provide both a commercial service and a 
broadband network service to public safety entities, across both the D Block and the 700 MHz public 
safety broadband ~pectrum.'~" In light of the importance of such a network to the public interest, as well 
t is the difficulty of assessing an appropriate reserve price prior to an initial auction, we conclude that we 
should not alter the conditions we have adopted today for the D Block license based solely on auction 
results. As discussed above, we believe that a D Block-specific aggregate reserve o f  approximately $1.33 
hil l ion i s  appropriate given our goal of enabling the recovery of a portion o f  the value of the spectrum 
while also permitting licensing to proceed as quickly as possible. If, however, the D Block-specific 
aggregate reserve i s  not met, we conclude that we should leave open the possibility of re-offering the 
license on the same terms in a subsequent auction, as well as the possibility o f  re-evaluating all or some o f  
the applicable license conditions. 

Auction Procedures. I n  providing for a subsequent auction o f  licenses in the event that 
the relevant block-specific aggregate reserves are not satisfied, we find it in the public interest to utilize 
the same auction design, including the block-specific aggregate reserve price, anonymous bidding, and 
package bidding, insofar as possible. Accordingly, we direct the Wireless Bureau to adopt for the auction 
of 700 MHz Band licenses, consistent with i t s  delegated authority and pursuant to its routine pre-auction 
process, procedures that wi l l  enable a prompt subsequent auction o f  alternative licenses for any block, as 
tContinued from previous page) 
C<mimission may not hnse a finding of puhlic interest. convenience. and necessity on the expectation of Federal 
revenue5 from the use of a system olcompeurive hiddinp under this subsection." 

3 I S .  

I n  an) event, we note that the limited Section 30Y(i)(7) prohibition against basing a public interest finding on the 
chpectation of  Federal auction rcvcnues would n o t  apply t o  our decision regarding the possible remuval of the open 
platkirin rcquiremcnt. 

As discussed helow, hecaube wc determine that the auction procedures to he established should limit qualified 
hidders for any auction of alternative licenses to those that qualify to bid in the auction offering licenses in a l l  blocks 
01 the 700 MHz Band, we note that hidders intcrcsted in the alternative C Block licenses wil l he required to qualify 
i o  bid in the upcoming auctiun that wi l l  offer licenscs in al l  blocks. 

- ' "  700 M H z  turthrr- Notice, 22 FCC Rcd at X 161 ¶ 272. 

- < I >  

70" 
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dc\crihcd aho\e. iii the eve111 that the relc\ant block-specific aggregate reserve price is not met. This 
order‘\ provision\ with respect to thc procedure\ for the initial auction, including with respect to 
anonymous and package bidding. will continue to apply in any subsequent auction. Furthermore, the 
s imc applicable [reserve priccs for each block of licenses shall apply in both the initial and subsequent 
auctions, recognizing that the Wirelcsh Bureau will be required to determine how to allocate the block- 
hpecific rcserbe price for the C Block upon rcauctinn under the split block plan described above. We 
dctail belo\\ J feh additional auction procedures to further the goal of promptly and effectively assigning 
t h e w  license\. Wc dil-cci the Wirelesh Bureau. consistent with its delegated authority to adopt procedures 
that will cotriply wi th  this order and prrscne thc integrity of any iiecessury reauction.’” 

licenses and to aboid unneccssary delay. we direct the Wireless Bureau to establish procedures that limit 
qualified hidders in a subsequent auction ol~alternative licenses to those bidders that qualify to  bid i n  the 
upcoming auction offering 700 M H r  Hand licenses in all of these block?:. Likewise, given the related 
n;ittire of thr initial auction of 700 MHz Band licenses and any subsequent auction of alternative licenses, 
wc‘ find that the applicahlr “down payment deadline” for purposes of our anti-collusion rule shall he the 
“doun payment deadline“ established for the subsequent auction.”’ In addition, because licenses lor the 
same spectrum will be offered in both auctions, and the auctions will take place relatively close in  time, 
we conclude that the purpose of our anti-collusion rule requires that the provisions of that rule continue to 
iipply until the down payment deadline for the subsequent auction. To assure that bidders will have 
sufficient bidding eligibility to pursue various bidding strategies, we direct the Wireless Bureau to 
propose and adopt procedures that g i w  applicants an opportunity to obtain bidding eligibility specifically 
for the altemstive licenses. in addition to the initial licenses. 

The Wireless Bureau also should consider any additional procedures within its delegated 
authority that may enhance the effectiveness of our auction of 700 MHz Band licenses in either the initial 
or subsequent auction. In this regard. we direct the Wireless Bureau to consider what procedures may be 
appropriate to deter bidders from actions that might thwart the assignment of licenses in either auction. 
For example. the Wireless Bureau should consider whether otherwise eligible bidders should be denied 
bidding eligibility in a subsequent auction of unconditioned licenses based on their hidding behavior, e.8.. 
withdrawals, defaults, and/or other actions, in connection with the initial auction. 

3 16. Given the related nature of the initial auction and any subsequent auction of altemativc 

3 17. 

f. Statutory Deposit Deadline 

318. Bnikgrowid Our conduct of this auction is, of.course, subject to a statutory deadline for 
depositing proceeds from the auction of 700 MHz Band licenses in the Digital Television Transition and 
Public Safety Fund. The DTV Act amended the Communications Act to provide that the Commission 
”shall deposit the proceeds of such auction in accordance with paragraph (8)(E)(ii) not later than June 30, 
’OO8.””’ In the cross-referenced paragraph, the DTV Act requires that “the proceeds (including deposits 

For cxamplc, the Wirulcss Bureau may he required to adopt priiccdures to ninintain the anonymity of bidders 71 I 

until the completion of  the second auction to maintain the integrity of  the second auction, prevent collusion, or 
yi-e\ent the disclosurc 01’ hidding strategies that u,ould influence the behavior of hidders in the second auction. 

’I‘ Sec 37 C.F.I<. 4 I .?105(1.)( I )  

1 7  U.S.C. $ 309Q)I I S)!C)(\ j .  The statute‘s relerence to ”the proceeds of such auction” refers to the statute’s 
probision for bidding un licenses for the rccovered analog spectrum that must commence not later than January 28, 
2008. License? may he offered by January 2X, 2008, and remain unassigned for a variety of reasons. See 47 C.F.R. 
p 1.2104 (c) (reserve prices). (d) (minimum opening bids), (g)(i) (withdrawals prior to close of auction), and (g)(li) 
(default or disqualification after close of auction). I n  such circumstances, the deadline for commencement of 
bidding on licenses for the relevant spectrum will not preclude the Commission from offering the same or other 
licenses for  the spectrum i n  n l a w  auction. 

713 
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and upfront payments from successful bidders) from the use of a competitive bidding system under this 
subsection *it11 respect to recovered analog spectrum shall be deposited in the Digital Television 
Tr:itisitioii and Puhlic Safety Fund.""' 

3 19. D ~ . T ~ Y ~ . s . ~ ~ o ~ .  To prwidt. greater certainty for potential bidders. we here set forth our plan 
t o r  l t i l f i l l ing our responsibility to  comply with this deadline in a manner fully consistent with the tules 
governing the 700 MHz Band licenses and the Commission's competitive bidding process. I n  particular, 
to comply with the statutory deadline. w r  wil l  dcposit payments made by successful bidders towards their 
rcywctibr winning bids fur their licenses - including upfront payments, deposits, and final payments held 
on dcposit pending the completion o f  licensing - as of the deposit deadline, June 30, 2008, even in 
in\tnnces where the licensing process for  those licenses has not yet been completed. 

proceeds" of the auction. In the context of the DTV Act and competitive bidding for licenses for the 
"1-ccovered analog spcctnini," the term "the proceeds" consists of payments by successful bidders toward 
their winning bids for licenses made prior to the deposit deadline. For several reasons, we find that the 
statute's intended ineming o C  proceed:, i s  not limited to the final net revenues that the Cornmission will 
rcalizr at the completion of the auction and licensing of all relevant licenses. As an initial matter, there 
ciin be no guarantee that applicants wi l l  place winning bids on any and all the licenses the Commission 
offers. I n  addition. with respect to licenses that are the subject of winning bids, we note the period of 
time between the required commencement of bidding and the deposit deadline i n  the statute i s  well short 
of the time i t  can take to complete licensing under long-established Commission procedures. The 
Communications Act andlor the Commission's rules provide parties with prescnbed periods o f  time 
following an auction to file license applications, petitions to deny, and  response^.^'^ Similarly, under 
Commission rules. parties seeking post-auction tribal land bidding credits are afforded a defined period of 
tinie - namely, up to 180 days after the fi l ing o f  a winning bidder's long form application after the close 
of the auction - i n  which to negotiate with tribes on the land to be 
express requirement that the amounts deposited by the deadline include deposits and upfront payments"' 
from successful bidders clearly indicates that the statute contemplates deposits being made before the 
completion of licensing, at which time the successful bidders' deposits and upfront payments are merged 
into final payments and net auction reven~es.~" 

120. We concludc that this will comply with the statute's deadline for depositing "the 

- 1 %  

Furthermore, the statute's 

321. We therefore find that the statute requires the deposit o f  payments made by successful 
bidders towards their respective winning bids for licenses for recovered analog spectrum as of the June 
30, 2008, deposit deadline, even if that date occurs before conclusion of the licensing process. Because 
our tu les  provide for the collection of all the required payments from winning bidders before completing 
the licensing process, 
conflict with or otherwise affect any o f  our regulatory provisions that might extend final licensing beyond 
June 30.2008. 

7211 the June 30, 2008, statutory deadline for depositing auction proceeds does not 

"' 47 U.S.C. 4 3ngci)(x)tE)tii). 

10521 (2006) (15 liccnses remained FCC-held following aucrion). 

- I '  S w  47 C.F.R. $ 9  1.2107, l . ? l O X .  

7 , .  SCW (ex.. Auction of Ad\anced Wireless Services Licenses Closes, DA 06-1882. Public Notice. 21 FCC Rcd 

Srr 17 C.F.R. 5 I .21 10tg). - 1 -  

'Ii 1 7  LNC. E 30%)(8)(EJ(ii). 
~. 

Sep 17 C.F.R. 4 I .2 I06(d) (upfront payments to he applied to down payments). , c ,  

-1 

-'' S ~ P  17 C.F.R. S: I ,210') (enabling the Commission to SCI payment deadline prior to final license determinations). 
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B. 

322. 

700 MHz Puhlic Safety Spectrum 

In thi\ \ection. we adopt il regulator) framework for the 700 MHz Public Safety Band to 
fncilitatc the establishment 01 ;I nationwide, interoperable hroadband communications network for the 
benefit uf\tate and local public safety users. In  accordance with our decision rclating to the Guard Band 
\pectrum, and the corresponding shift by I megahertz downward of the 700 MHz Public Safety Band, we 
dc\ignare the lower half o f  the 700 MHz Public Safety Band (763-7681793-798 MHz) for broadband 
cotiitiiunicati(in\. We a l ~ o  consolidate existing narrowhand allocations to the upper half o f  the 700 MHz 
Public Safety block (769-775i799-805 MHz). To effectuate the consolidation o f  the narrowband 
chmnelx we require the Upper 700 MHz D Block licensee to pay the costs of relocating narrowband 
radi(is. require ewry  700 MHz public safety licensee to certify to the Commission specific information 
rcFarding their operating narrowband handsets and base stations or forfeit reimbursement for associated 
relocation costs, and establish a deadline for completion o f  the narrowband transition o f  no later than the 
u I v tranhition date. in order tu tiiinitiiiLe inieiference hetween broadband aud r.arrowband operations, 
\+e adopt 21 I-megahertz guard band (768-7691798-799 MHz) between the public safety broadband and 
narrowband segments. Concerning the broadband segment, we address certain technical criteria related to 
power levels and the establishment of a broadband standard with a nationwide level of interoperability. 
Finall), wc establish 21 single nationwide license (hereafter, the “Public Safety Broadband License”) for 
the 700 MHz public safety broadband spectrum. We wi l l  assign this to a single licensee, the Public 
Safety Broadband Licensee, and we specify the criteria, selection process. and responsibilities for this 
licensee. In establishing this broadband license, and in  assigning the license to the Public Safety 
Broadband Licensee:, we also are providing the necessary ingredients for enabling the 700 MHz 
PuhliclPrivate Partnership with the commercial Upper 700 MHz Band D Block licensee, as discussed in  
more detail elsewhere in this Second Reporl and Order. 

. 

1. Band Plan 

I n  the 700 MHz Further Notice, we tentatively concluded to ( I )  redesignate a portion o f  
the public cafety spectrum in  the 700 MHz Band from wideband use to broadband use consistent with a 
nationwide interoperability standard; (2) prohibit wideband operations on a going forward basis within 
the newly designated broadband spectrum; (3) consolidate the existing narrowband allocations to the 
upper half o f  the 700 MHz Public Safety Band (770-776/800-806 MHz), and locate broadband 
communications in the lower half o f  this band (764-769/794-799 MHz); and (4) establish a 1-megahertz 
internal guard band between the narrowband and broadband allocations (669-770/799-800 MHz) to 
prevent interference.”?’ Further, we sought comment on whether to allow the use o f  this newly created 
internal guard band along the Canadian border, based on our tentative conclusion not to adopt the BOP 
which. like the band plan that we adopt today, included a downward shift o f  1 megahertz of the 700 MHz 
Public Safety Band.’” These tentative conclusions and proposals were intended to facilitate the 
establishment of a nationwide, interoperable broadband communications network for the benefit of public 

323. 

’” 700 MH: Furr/t<,r Noricr,. 22 FCC R C ~  111 81% 1 250 

I d .  at 8 I57 1 259. 8 i 57-57 yI¶ 260-6 I .  Thc 700 M l l z  Fur-rher Notice explained that while the Canadian 
~o~er i im t !n t  agrccd IO clear broadcasters lrom channels 63 and 68, there was no such agreement in place for 
channels 64 and 69. A s  a result. hq consolidating the narrowband channels onto channels 64 and 69, operations in 
thcse channels would hc suhjecl lo interference lroni Canadian hroadcast operations. (This matter of potential 
ititerlerencr that may he caused to puklic sal‘cty narrowband operations at the border will be referred hereafter as the 
“Canadian Border Issue.”) Thc Canadian gcwernment recently announced that i t  has now established a date certain, 
August 30, 201 I. by which i t  wi l l  complete the DTV transition for a l l  broadcasters. including channels 64 and 69. 
Broadcasting Puhlic Notice CRTC 2007-53 (May 17, 2007), available at 

persist for more than two years lollowing [he I!.S. DTV transition date. 

~~~ 

7inh2007-53.htn1. Nevertheless, the Canadian Border Issue wi l l  



Federal Communications Commission FCC 07-132 

wlct!. We dixuss  our decisions o n  the\? isstics below 

a. Broadband Segment 

313. -. The majorit) of commenters suppon our tentative conclusion i n  the 700 
.MH; Furrher- Noriw to niodifb the currrnt band plan for the 700 MHz Public Safety Band to provide for 
hruiidband operation5 it1 the lower pot.tion of the hand and consolidated narrowband operations at the top 
ol  the hand.”‘ Some conimenters mpponing hand modification i n  this manner qualify their support. For 
exxnplc. APCO states that i t  supports the proposed hand reconfiguration provided the plan addreshes ( i )  a 
mwhanism to reimhurse those puhlic safety licensees that must modify their 700 M H r  Band radios that 
ha\e already heen deployed on 700 MHz channels and ( i i j  the Canadian Border Issue.’” A few 
coiiinienters opposc modifying the hand. Region I6 (Kansas) does not support the Commission’s 
prcpiisal because its imposition of a nationwide network Favors “federal mandates” over local and 
repoual deci5ions.’- 
eliminale the optiori 10 deploy cnst effective widehand systems or dedicated local agency broadband 
systems. - 

Discussion. We conclude that revision of the band plan for the 700 MHz Public Safety 
Band to accommodate broadband communications is in the public interest. The communications needs of 
puhlic safer) have evolved in recent years, and the record in this proceeding affirms our expectation that 
wireless broadband services will play an essential role in the ability of public safety entities, especially 
first responders. to fulfill their mission to protect the health, welfare and property of the public.’” The 
current band plan for the 700 MHz Public Safety Band does not provide for a broadband communications 
capability. Accordingly, we adopt the following band plan for the 700 MHz Public Safety Band: 

- 7 <  

Similarly. Region .33 (Ohio) argues that the Commission’s proposal would 

7’6 

325. 

_. . 
- ’  SCW, e.#. .  Alcatcl-Lucent 700 MH: Fur-rher Noricr Comments at i i  and 3:  AT&T 700 MHz Further Notice 

Ciimnients at 14: Fruntline 700 M H z  F u r r l w  Norice Comments at 5 I :  Motorola 700 MHz Further Notice CommentL 
at ?: TIA 700 M H :  Furthei- Notice Comments at 2: WCA 700 M H z  Further- Notice Comments at 4. 

A AI’CO 700 M H :  Further- Noricc Cornnlents at 7: see d r o  NATOA 700 .MHz Furrher Notice Comments at 5 

’~ Region I6 (Kansas) 700 MH: Fiirrher Korice Comments at 2 

-” Region 33 (Ohio) 700 MH: Fur-rfher Norice Comments a1 2: see also Motorola 700 MHz Furrlrer Notice Reply 
Commenls a1 3- I I 

’ -  For example, hroadhand technology would enable public safety agencies to transnlit (1) real-time, full motion 
video from any location to any other location, ( 2 )  live video from an emergency scene to a command center, and (3) 
huilding diagrams, hlueprints, and mug shots to personn-l i n  the field. Set,  e.g., Bechtel June 14, 2007 Ex Parte in 
PS Docket No (16-22’). 

.- 

..~ 

., 

?,. 
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FIGURE 12: REVISED 700 MHz BAND PLAN FOR PUBLIC SAFETY SERVICES 

326. We are designating the lower 5-megahertz paired ( I O  megahertz total) segment of the 700 
M H r  Public Safetet) Band for broadband communication\. This 5-megahertz paired designation will allow 
public safety to implement advanced wireless communications systems. It also will place public safety 
broadband operations adjaceiit to spectrum available for commercial broadband operations. We find this 
f. -. riLllltates the deployment 0 1  a shared broadhand network architecture by commercial and public safety 
entities and i z  consistent with the puhlic/private partnership framework adopted herein. As discussed 
elsewhere in detail. such partnership would allow public safety to leverage advanced technologies and 
infrastructure that can lead to reduced build-out, equipment and operating costs, as well as speedier 
deployment of advanced public safety communications systems. While some commenters express 
concerns about the prospect of losing some level of local control should we adopt a nationwide broadband 
allocation, we believe such concerns are misplaced. As shown elsewhere in this Second Report and 
Order, local agencies, working through the Public Safety Broadband Licensee, will have substantial 
opportunit) to provide input not only on the design of this network, but also on the particular broadband 
services they require. In addition, in Section I1I.C of this Second Report and Order, we provide a means 
for local agencies to request a waiver to conduct wideband operations, subject to additional conditions 
and restrictions. 

b. Narrowband Segment 

( i )  Consolidation of Narrowband Channels 

327. Background. In the 700 M H ;  Further Notice, we tentatively concluded to consolidate the 
existing narrowband allocations to the upper half of the 700 MHz Public Safety Band. This tentative 
conclusion to consolidate these narrowband channels received broad support in the record. For example, 
Alcatel-Lucent states that narrowband consolidation is an essential component to the deployment of 
broadband in the commercial and public safety portions of the 700 MHz Band."' 

the narrowband channels, and also proposes a plan by which the narrowband consolidation would take 
place.'"' This plan is premised on the assumption that Access SpectrudPegasus would be responsible for 

328. In an e\- purrt. letter dated June 25, 2007, NPSTC reiterates its support for consolidating 

.. -' Alcalcl-Lucunt 700 MH; Firrrhrr Noricr Coinnienls at 18-1 Y; w e  also ALU 700 M H z  Furfher Notice Comments 
at 3- I 1: AT&T 700 hlH: Firrfher Notice Comments at 14: Ericsson 700 M H z  Further Notice Comments at 10-1 I ;  
MIA COM 700 MH:. Fitrihrr Noiice Cmments at 3: Motorola 700 MH: Further Norice Comments at 7; NENA 700 
I IH: Furrtwr Nofic~~ Cornmenis at 2; Norihrop Cirumman 700 MHz. Furrhrr Notice Comments at 2.3; Qualcomm 
700 MH: Ficrflier Noficr Comments at 38; Upper 700 MHz Licensees 700 MHz Further Notice Comments at 1; 
Access Spectrum June I4 E s  Pune in WT Docket Nos. 96-86, 06-150 and 06-169, and PS Dockel No. 06-229. 
7111 Letter from Vincent R .  Stile. Chair, NPSTC. to Kevin Martin, Chairman, FCC, WT Docket Nos. 96-86.06-150. 
Oh- 169. and PS Docket No. 06-22'), filed June 25. 2007 (NPSTC June 2007 Ex Parre). 

I30 


